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COOPERATIVE DAY OF PLANNING III 



A Summary of the Joint Meeting of the State and National Advisory 
Councils on Vocational Education, November 6-7, 1970 
Washington, D.C. 



INTRODUCTION 



The State and National Advisory louncijs on Vocational Education, created 
by Congress through the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968, were 
designed as independent boards to advise on the planning, operation and 
evaluation of vocational education throughout the country. At the time 
of their creation, the State and National Advisory Councils agreed that 
it would be mutually beneficial to meet semi-aunually to discuss major 
issues and exchange information and ideas. The first joint meeting of 
.he State and National Advisory Councils was hild in November, 1969 and 
the second in May, 1970. 

Thu Third Joint Meeting of the State and National Advisory Councils on 
Vocational Education was held in Washington, D.C. on November 6-7, 1970. 
Attended by representatives of 47 States, the meeting dealt with the 
Council’s mutual activities and with leg slatlon affecting vocational 
education. Speakers included Dr. Arthur Lee Hardwick, Associate Commissionei , 
3AV1E , Mr. Hugh Calkins, Chairman, NACVE, Mr. William Simmons, Deputy 
Superintendent for Government Affairs and Fiscal planning, Detroit Public 
Schools | Mr. Samuel hurt, Director, Business Council for International 
Understanding Program, American University and Mr. Sherwood Dees, Director, 
Technical and Vocational Education, Illinois. In addition, several 
Congressional staff members addr cc > se d the group with regard to pending 
legislation : Mr. Richard Job«^on, staff, Senate Select Subcommittee on 
Manpower and Poverty, Mr. James Harrison, Legislative Assistant, Office 
of Congressman Jair^ G. O’Hara (D-Mich), Mrs. Patricia Hogue, Legislative 
Assistant, Office of Congressman William Steiger (R-Wi3) and Mr. Pat 
Brehne, - ministrative Assistant to Congressman William Scherele (R-Iova). 

A message from Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare Elliot 
Richardson was also read to the group. Special attention during the 
meeting was focused on proposed manpower legislation, regional activities 
of SACVEs , innovative projects of SACVEs , SACVE relationships with State 
agencies and community groups, and the NACVE public information project. 

This report summarizes the main area3 of concern of the meeting. It 
includes texts of all major resolutions and speeches. It is my hope that 
this report will be useful to you in following the progress of the 
Advisory Councils and of the issues with which they are concerned. 
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR RESOLUTIONS ACTED UPON 



MANPOWER LEGISLATION 



Perhaps the greatest area of immediate concern for thoca assembled at the 
joint meeting of the State and National Advisory Councils on Vocational 
Education was the manpower legislation then pen’ing in Congress (H.R. 
19519). At the request of the State delegates, the original agenda for 
the joint meeting was altered in order to allow more time for the dis- 
cussion of manpower legislation. The following summary includes back- 
ground information on the manpower bill, the texts of presentations on 
the bill, a suamary of discussion of the bill, and the text of the dele- 
gates final resolution and letters of guarantee responding to that 
resolution. 

Backgro und 

The Congress had been considering manpower legislation since the summer 
of 1969 in an attempt to demise a manpower delivery system which would 
cater more to local needs and which would eliminate many of the admin- 
istrative tangles encountered in previous legislation* On April 20, 

1970, Mr. Hugh Calkins, Chairman, NACVL, Dr. Robert Worthington, Chairman, 
Committee on Manpower legislation, NACVE, and Dr. Calvin Dellef ield , 
Executive Director, NACVE, testified or manpower legislation before the 
House Education and Labor Select Subcommittee on Labor. In 1 1 h testimony, 
the Council stressed the need to expand the concept of local planning In 
order to focus efforts on reducing the flow of untrained youth as well as 
reducing the pool of unemployed. The Council also recommended that the 
authority for implementing the local plan be expanded to include repre- 
sentatives of the educational community such as the Superintendent of 
Schools and the heads of the appropriate postsecondary career develop- 
ment institutions. 

In mid-August, the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee issued a 
135-page report in which it rejected the Administrat loti 1 s proposed Man- 
power Training Act and instead recommended passage of the committee's 
own Employment and Training Opportunities Act (S. 3867). In its report, 
the committee referred to the testimony of the National Ad^sory Council 
and said, ,r The committee was especially impressed by the testimony of a 
number of educational spokesmen, , .Hugh Calkin? of Cleveland , Ohio, Chair- 
man of the NACVE, presented dramatic testimony of how the ’pool' of unem- 
ployed people. . .remains almost constant because a steady flow of school 
dropouts replaces those who are successfully served by manpower training 
programs.” The committee report goes on to cite Mr. Calkins' testimony 
as the impetus behind the inclusion in the bill of Manpower Services 
Councils which would allow vocational educators and other concerned 
groups to aid the mayor in the development of a city’s manpower plan. 

The main features of the Senate bill include: A large seal** public 

service employment program, special manpower programs for Indians, 
migrants, and bilingual individuals, and a system of decentralized 
prime sponsors to allow for local planning. In addition, the Senate 
bill includes a categorization of manpower programs to be funded. 
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The Senate bill was passed by a vote of 6P to 6 on September 16. There 
were no amendments and the bill was sent to the House of Representatives 
for committee consideration. Unexpectedly, the bill received immediate 
attention in the House and was favorably reported out by the Rules 
Committee and scheduled for a vote on October 14. The bill reported 
was entitled the Comprehensive Manpower Act (H.R. 19519) and differed 
from the Senate bill in several respects, including elimination of 
categorization and special programs for Indians, migrants, older workers 
and bilingual individuals. Although this bill received Administration 
endorsement, it failed to come to a vote on October 14 because of delay- 
ing tactics used by the bill’s opponents. It was poetponed until the 
House returned from its election recess and scheduled for vote on 
November 17. 



Presentations 



Because of the scheduled vote on the House manpower bill and the States' 
enormous concern wich this legislation, several unscheduled speakers 
were invited to the joint meeting to explain the implications of the 
proposed legislation. The following ere summaries of the remarks made 
by the speakers on major concerns of the Advisory Councils. 

Mr. Richard Johnson , Counsel to the Select Subcommittee on Manpower 
and Poverty, United States Senate: 

Background : Approximately twenty hearings were held on manpower legis- 

lation in the Senate. After seven months of hearings, there were two 
months of mark-up sessions in an attempt to produce a bill which would 
reconcile the major interests of all concerned groups. The resulting 
bill replaces the Administration’s State-employment- service-oriented 
legislation with a system of prime sponsors which allows for flexible 
local planning. The major component of the Committee reported bill 
is a public service employment section, to which one third of the 
total funds will be allocated. The funding levels in the Senrte bill, 
which will become effective on July 1, 1971, are: $2 billion for 
fiscal 1972; $2.5 billion for fiscal 1973; and $3 billion for fiscal 1974, 

E ducation’s Role : Sec. 105(a) (b) of the Senate bill provides for the 

utilization wherever feasible of those services and facilities which 
are available with or without reimbursement from Federal, State and 
local agencies. Vocational education is specifically mentioned, as 
are area skill center-, local education agencies and postsecondary 
training institutf .<>. It is a matter of record that education will 
be heavily involved in the delivery of manpower services under this 
bill. 

Local Planning : Cooperative action among educators and manpower per- 

sonnel on the local level is assured by the Manpower Services Councils. 
These councils, whose creation was largely a result of the testimony of 
Mr. Hugh Calkins, Chairman, NACVE, will deal with questions of public 
service employment, inventory of needs, certification of goals, evalu- 
ation and provision of manpower services, including training and 
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supportive services, A State must not only set up a Manpower Services 
Council if it desires to be s prime sponsor; it must also detail in its 
plan the role it will give to such a council. Therefore, the bill has 
built in a mandatory role for the councils, as well as the mandatory 
representation of vocational education on the councils. 

Obviously, the role of the ct incils will vary from State to State. In 
some areas it will not only participate in the development of the mayor's 
manpower program but will actually have the major responsibility for the 
implementation of that program. In other ar?as, its role will be pri- 
madly advisory. In all cases, however, the councils will be powerful 
bodies, not merely rubber stamps for the mayor. 

Other councils established by thio bill include a National Advisory 
Committee on Manpower and an interagency committee with representatives 
from HEW, DOL, and 0E0. What has really been done here is to combine 
and consolidate MDTA and the Economic Opportunity Act, giving the 
resulting bill the funding which these two previous pieces of legis- 
lation would have had together. 

The Role of the Secretary of HEW : It is clear that the development 

of the manpower legislation in 1962, the Department of labor has developed 
a Manpower Administration which has been viewed by both past and present 
Administrations as the primary focus of manpower responsibility. The 
Congress insists, nonetheless, that when services of a health, education 
or welfare character are involved, the Secretary of HEW must be directly 
involved. His concurrence is needed wherever institutional training, 
basic or general education, health services or training for the profess- 
ions is involved. Moreover, the Secretary of HEW must concur, both in 
the development of guidelines, and regulations, and as years go on, in 
the approval of the services that aru being incorporated into manpower 
programs. 

Duplication of Effort : This legislation is attempting to bring together 

in a partnership those talents throughout the nation which can build the 
services needed to meet the problem of t >viding meaningful employment. 

No detrimental duplicity results from this legislation. There are a 
variety of ways of doing things and, despite the fact than in an organ- 
izational sense it may not always look neat, funding of programs by 
different agencies and using different mechanisms for delivery results 
in a healthy competition which can benefit the ultimate recipients of 
the services. 



Mr. Pet Brehne . Administrative Assistant to Congressman William Scherle 
(R-Iowa) 

Role of the Secretary of HEW : The Secretary of HEW does not play a 

significant role in this bill. Except for the spending requirement 
for public service employment, the bill could be described as follows: 
M The Department of Labor is hereby authorized to spend $7.5 billion 
for whatever manpower training prograus It wishes to conduct in any 
manner it sees fit.” 
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Oppositio n : Congressman Scherle objects to this bill and was one of 

the three committee members to vote against It. His objections fall 
into two categories: (i) the timing over of manpower to the Secretary 

of Labor with no restraints on how the programs are to be run and (2) 
the enormous funds earmarked for public service employment. This bill 
means that a minimum of almost $1.5 billion over the next three years 
will be drained away from meaningful job training and dumped into 
public service employment. Under this bill, these funds will be spent 
regardless of whether or not a need exists. « 



Mrs. Patricia Hog ue t Legiclative Assistant to Congressman William Steiger 
(R-Wis) 

Background : In May of 1^69, after a year and a half of work. Congressman 

Steiger introduced the first comprehensive manpower bill in the House, 

In Jure, another comprehensive manpower bill was introduced by Congress- 
man James O'Hara (D-Mich) and in August the Administration's manpower 
bill wa 8 introduced. The House Committee on Fducation and Labor held 
twenty-seven days of hearings on this legislation. A good deal of the 
emphasis on vocational educction in the present bill is a result of the 
testimony heard at these hearings. 

The Role of the Secretary of HEW : The word "coi.rurrence" with regard 

to the Secretary of HEW, means, according to the dictionary, "a power 
equally held, or a claim shared equally, accordance in cpinion, agree- 
ment, cooperation, combined action, effort." In the bill, Sec. 108 
clearly states that tne Secretary of HEW will participate in the 
establishment of vules, regulations and guidelines for the bill. It 
alto states that the Secretary of Labor cannot provide financial assis- 
tance for services of a health, education, or welfare nature under this 
title unless he shall first have the prior concurrence of the Secretary 
of HEW. 

D uplication of Effort : The Manpower Services Councils will play a large 

role in the planning of a city's manpower program, as well as in the 
implementation of that program. Tills is an effective guarantee against 
the establishment of a separate school system and duplication of effort. 



Mr, James Harrison . Legislative Assistant to Congressman James G. O'Hara 
(D-Mich) 

Education ' s Role ; The delivery s>stem in this bill does not substantially 
:hange what has been going on under MDTA. The time people who have done 
the work in the past will be doing it under this bill. Educators will 
be carrying che major load of work, not because the legislation says so, 
but because they are the most competent group to do it. There are six 
main provisions in the bill which guarantee the participation of educa- 
tion, and in particular, of vocational education in the delivery of 
manpower services: 
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Sec. 104(b)(2) requires that the vocational education agency 
be represented on the Manpower Services Councils. This cor ti- 
t ites more legislative protection than the vocational education 
agency has under MDTA. 

r ec. 105(b) (6 ; requites to th extent appropriate th c local 
services already available be utilized. In particular this 
section cites the local vocational education agency. This 
provision means that where vocational education is doing i;s 
job, it will be used; where it is not doing its job, the prime 
sponsor has the freedom to turn to other agencies. 

Sec. 108 requires the concurrence of HEW for any financial assis- 
tance in services of a health, education or welfare character. 

Title 401 requires an agreement between Labor and HEW with regard 
to institutional training under 104. 

Sec. 504(d) provides a 20% incentive for prime sponsors w 1 •> create 
links with the vocational education agency. Here, tho Congress is 
saying, that if you work things out with the local vocational agency, 
you will receive up to 207. more than you might get otherwise. This 
funding incentive device is a big step forward for vocational educa- 
tion. 

The Meed? Amendment requires that both the Secretaries of Labor and 
of HEW, as well as the Commissioner of Education, report to the 
Congress on the degree to which linkages with vocational education 
have been created under this legislation. 

The Role of the Secretary of hEW : The House bill is quite clear on the 

role of the Secretary of HEW. It clearly states that the Secretary of 
Labor cannot spend any money of an educational, welfare or health 
nature unless the Secretary of HEW concurs and verifies his concurrence 
with a signature. Concurrence does rot mean consult, it does not mean 
sending a carbon copy after the fact; it means that the Secretary of 
HEW must agree and sign before any action can be taken or any money 
spent . 

Duplication of Eff ort: This bill does not prevent duplication; no 

bill ever will. There will always be duplication simply because there 
is no rational way to separate all of these component services and 
neatly package them so that every pereor who stands in need of any 
manpower service can get it from one source and one source only. What 
we are trying to do with this legislation with regard to duplication 
is to take the dozen or so existing categorical programs and to des- 
ignate a range of authorities for th^m. We are asking people to 
oackage a program at the local level which will meet local needs and 
we are asking that these programs be approved by the Secretary of 
Labor with the concurrence of the Secretary of HEW and the Director 
of 0E0. We hope *:his system will minimize duplication; it will not 
eliminate it. 
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Discuss ion 



Following the presentations on the manpower bill, the delegates dis- 
cussed the implications of the bill. Of major concern were the role 
of the Secretary of HEW and the role of education in the delivery of 
manpower programs. There was fear that given a choice, the Labor 
Department would not go through the established school system in pro- 
viding manpower services and would, instead, establish a separate 
system of education. The net result would be a dual school system, 
one, administered by educational agencies dedicated to training the 
"successful student," and the other, administered by manpower agencies 
dedicated to training the "unsuccessful student." 

An Ad Hoc Writing Committee was established to develop several recom- 
mendations which the group of delegates :ould act on with regard to 
this legislation. The Writing Committee consisted of; Mr, Edward 
Mitchell, Chairman, Alabama SACVE; Dr. jackMichie, NACVE; Mrs. Louis 
Bachman, NACVE and Chairman, Delaware SACVE; Dr, Joseph Tuma, Chairman, 
Michigan SACVE; and Dr. Jerry Dobrovolny, UACVE . On Saturday, November 
7, the Writing Committee presented its resolutions to the delegates. 

Resol ut ions 



The following resolution was passed by a roll call vote of thirty-one 
in favor, one opposed, and twenty abstaining or not responding: 

In v ew of the fact that both the present manpower and voca- 
tional education legislation can continue In effect until 
fiscal year 1972, the representatives of the State Advisory 
Councils on Vocational Education present at the November 7 
meeting of the State and Nafional Advisory Councils recommend 
that the Congress postpone further consideration of H.R, 19519 
(Comprehensive Manpower Act) until the proposed legislation can 
be reviewed in light of the evaluation requests made of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Department of 
Labor and the Office of Economic Opportunity by Mr, John 
Ehrlichman, Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs. 

The representatives of the State Advisory Councils present 
further recommend that, based on the result, of the afore- 
mentioned evaluation, the Congress enact a comprehensive 
piec of legislation dealing with occupational education in 
all its aspects, such legislation to include but not be 
limited to, the role of vocational education, manpower 
programs and the Office of Economic Opportunity in occupa- 
tional training. 

By a show of hands, with Maryland and Wisconsin dissaving, the 
delegates passed the following resolution: 

If Congress decides to act on H.R. 19519 before studying 
the evaluation recommended by Mr. Ehrlichman , the repre- 

b 
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sentatives of the State Advisory Councils on Vocational 
Education recommend the following: 



A. that the term "prior approval wi th regard to policy, 
planning and programs" be substituted for the term 
"concurrence 11 in Sec. 108(a) and wherever else the 
tetm "concurrence" appears in H.R. 19519 with regard 
to the role of the Secretary of HEW. 

B. that support be given to Sec. 525(a) and 325(b) of 
H.R. 19519 providing for reports to the Congress by 
th Secretaries of labor and Health, Education, and 
Welfare regaroing the utilization of educational 
institutions and agencies in manpower programs; and 
the report to the Congress by the Commissioner of 
Education regarding the incorporation of vocational 
education in the general educational system. 

C. The representatives of the State Advisory Councils 
present further express their hupe that the intent 
of coordination between vocational education and 
manpower programs established in this section will 

be carried through in che operation of all provisions 
of this bill. 

C. that an amendment be adopted to authorize sufficient 
funds to the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare and State educational agencies for the 
implementation of education's role under this bill. 

Follow-Up 

The Councils 1 concerns and resolutions were commurJ cated to the Sec- 
retary of HEW, to Mr. Malcolm R. Lovell, Jr. , Assistant Secretary for 
Manpower, and to the sponsors of the House bill. In meetings with the 
representatives of t. Vntlonal Advisory Council, all parties expressed 
their concern with th^ at.sues raised by the State and National Councils 
In order to guarantee the role of education and of the Secretary of HEW 
in manpower programs, letters of assurance were sent to the National 
Advise .y Council. To further stress their commitment to an active role 
for riucation, the above parties agreed to have their guarantees public 
ally cited and printed in the Congressional Record . The letters of 
guarantee received by the National Advisory Council and subsequently 
reprinted in the Congressional Record on November 17 follow: 

"Mr. Hugh Calkins 

National Advisory Council on Vocational Education 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Calkins: 
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It has come to our attention that members of 
the National and State Advisory Commissions 
on Vocational Education have expressed some 
concern over the legislative intent of some 
of the provisions of H.R. 19519, the Compre- 
hensive Manpower Act* For the benefit of 
your membership, as well as that of the 
State Advisory Commissions, we would like 
to comment on these questions. 

First, some concern has been expressed over 
the meaning of 1 concurrence f as used in 
H.R. 19519. Sec. 108(a) of H.R. 19519 
states that ’the Secretary of Labor shall 
not issue rules, regulations, standards of 
performance or guidelines with respect to 
assistance for services of a health, educa- 
tion or welfare character under this title 
and he shall not provide financial assis- 
tance for services of a health, education, 
or welfare character under this title unless 
he shall have first obtained the concurrence 
of the Secretary of Health, Education and 
Welfare. Such services include but are not 
limited to basic or general education; educa- 
tional programs conducted in correctional 
institutions; institutional training; health, child care and other 
supportive services; and new careers and job restructuring in the 
health, education, and welfare professions. 1 

The phrase f The Secretary of Labor shall not issue rules ... shall 
not provide financial assistance. . .unless he has first obtained 
the concurrence of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 1 
cannot reasonably be interpreted to mean anything but that the Sec- 
retary of Health, Education and Welfare must give his prior approval 
before the Secretary of Labor can do those things. 

It seems to us that the very words of the legislation thus leave 
no room for doubt that the intention of the bill and of its spon- 
sors is that the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare will 
take positive action on such matters, not merely give them passive 
acknowledgement. 

The second assertion which has been brought to our attention is that 
this bill somehow conceals an intent to create a 'dual school system'. 
This is without foundation. 

The Committee Report addresses itself to that fear, and seeks to show 
that any such concept is foreign to the intent of the sponsors of this 
legislation . 




James G. 0 'Hava 




William A . Steiger 
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The Congress has repeatedly rejected the notion of a ’dual school 
system* and sponsors of this bill join in that rejection. 

In fact, far from making a ’dual school system* possible, the bill 
is replete with provisions for linkages with existing vocational 
educational institutions. Section 104 requires vocational educators 
to be a part of the manpower councils which develop comprehensive 
plans for the prime sponsor. Sec. 106(b) requires the use of exis- 
ting educational services and facilities, to the full extent appro- 
priate. Section 504(d) provides a financial incentive to prime 
sponsors to create and utilize linkages with existing vocational 
education institutions. Sec. 525 provides for two separate reports 
on the utilization of such existing institut* 

In conclusion, then, we hope this letter /ill clarify what had 
seemed to us to be the obvious intent of H.R. 19519. 

Very truly yours, 

JAMES G. O’HARA 

Member of Congress 

WILLIAM A. STEIGEL 

Member of Congress” 



,T Mr. Hugh Calkins, Chairman 

National Advisory Council on Vocational Education 
Washington, D.C, 

Dear Mr. Calkins: 

The proposed Comprehensive Manpower Act 
(H.R. 19519) is an unparalleled opportunity 
to strengthen the partnership between man- 
power programs and vocational education in 
the development of our Nation’s manpower. I 
want to assure you (and other vocational 
educators who may have expressed their con- 
cern) that the Department of Labor is com- 
mitted to the fullest utilization of main- 
stream educational institutions under the 
Administration-supported bill. 

As one who has served both the educational system and manpower pro- 
grams in my public life, I share the aversion to the possibility that 
a ’dual school system 1 might ever emerge — one serving the advantaged 
middle-class , the other serving the poor and disadvantaged. General 
educational and occupational skill training opportunities must be 
part of a continuous process, available to all citizens as best suits 
their individual needs. 
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The Department of Labor has taken careful steps to assure that the 
Nation’s vocational educators are integral partners in planning and 
implementing a comprehensive manpower system. At the State and local 
level representatives of general and vocational education programs 
and pos t-secondary training must serve on the Manpower Services 
Councils. Responsible to the Governors and Mayors (or other local 
elected officials) serving as prime sponsors, these councils will 
have major roles in planning and evaluating local manpower programs. 
Through Federal regulations -t will be clear that the educational 
community must be represented on these councils by officials such 
as the Superintendent of Schools, the Director of Post-Secondary 
Education, and others who have major and substantive responsibility 
for the community's educational programs. 

Second, State and local prime sponsors will rely upon .existing 
vocational education facilities, area skill centers, post-secondary 
technical schools for the provision of institutional training and 
basic and remedial education under a community's comprehensive man- 
power program. The proposed Comprehensive Manpower Act contains 
strong safe uards against the duplication of facilities and programs 
or the utilization of the existing educational resources to less than 
thrir full capability. 

As evidence of the Labor Department's commitment to this policy, it 
was through our initiative that the incentive funds set aside to 
stimulate exemplary linkages between manpower programs and vocational 
education were more than doubled over the level allowed under the 
Senate's manpower bill. We view these funds (up to $75 million 
under a $2 billion authorization) as offering an opportunity for 
very creative and innovative programs. 

We strongly support the requirement, introduced by Congressman 
Lloyd Meeds, that the Department of Labor and the Department of 
Health. Fducation and Welfare report to Congress early in the pro- 
cess on the extent to which the vocational education agencies are 
being utilized under the Comprehensive Manpower Act. We also fully 
suppoit the intent of the special report, to be prepared by the 
Commissioner cJ Education, on the integration of vocational and 
general education objectives throughout the Nation's school systems. 
Effective vocational orientation and preparation at the earlier sta- 
ges of a child's life would obviate the long-term need for many of 
our adult manpower training efforts. 

Finally, the Comprehensive Manpower Act requires the concurrence of 
the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare in any actions under 
the Act of an educational nature. This responsibility extends both 
to the development and issuance of rules, regulations, guidelines, 
or standards of performance which would affect educat. jnal programs 
and the approval of the educational and institutional training com- 
ponents of annual comprehensive program plans and individual project 
grants. 
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